Harold Weisberg

Hr. Brian helly . 7627 Old Recsiver Rd.
Cutlook, de.uty ediitor Frederick, MD 21702

Washington Pust 3”3/ 7
1150 15 ©p,, W 7
Washingbon, DL 20071 '
Dear “r. “elly, -

In your %/8, not heve until today, you say "I am not interested .in:... '
any evidence of who might" have kilied King “other than Ray." This represents
the preconception of that issue of Cutlook and it misrepresents anything I
have t-:riTten, including in my iletter to by, Dovnies :

S0, I have no way of um@ers:taﬁsding what you mean in saying that "To date,

T have seen little or no such evidence,"

I'n almost &4 with mue’ clse on my mind and wy memory is not what it was,
but L believe that what ~ wrotu lir, Younie raised question of the journalistic
hjonesty in presoting only one side and that from two with much to hide and MO
evidence that “ay was not and could not have been th assassin, which + developed
and for. the nost part jqim Lesar presented at the hearing of several decades ago..

If by this you mean whu}': L think does not inte:f.'est thé Post, you'd be
interested in proof that iia;f*.-ms not the agsassin, that L ‘have, wnder oath

and subject to ¢ross examination.

Jim Lesar consulted my memory on a couple of ppints so * know he and you
have spoken, Fact is I urged hiy to Limit what he gives you to our work, and

X \ . ;
that was without any pretense of sclving the crine.

Iy interest was in mefing the unwilling system work. I regret that the
courts as well as the »ress insiste.d on not working in their trvaditional waye

Sorry, L misread your lstter. What you do not uMderstand and what the
press missed entirely is that ncither the JFK nor the ling casely was ever
officially investigated or intended to be. Bach was an effort to make a pre-—
cor%ap'bion appear to be reasonable. If the Post‘ had not decided that beginning with
the very first book on ‘he E‘Jia,:cren OOY;.lY:‘ﬁ.SSiOH Wt weuld not /review any of mine
you might be aware of this in the JFK from the docw;,entat'ﬁ)n of it that is at the
beginning of my IBVER AGATH! In thé Qing case FBI records I got in CA 751996
in which Jim wgex ny lawyer state that all it did was a fugitive investigation.

There are quite g few cases such as the crap you published of those seeking
favors making up what they thought could get them favers, like Byers and Curtis,
in those FBI files. There ig also one rather provecative indication of who did
the jobe You are welcome to Fhat if you want ite L have it from the FBI's

Tiles and I have it from the FBI's sourcy The FBL :\‘Lgncred it, Haturally.




J/MW

For you to zs:;qg_«jét a soldibn to the crmé fron Lesar is not only unfair,

it is unproreszional whegj you published all that hfhgwgash from Dick jﬁillings
and Priscilla Yohnson Helidlian, Whose husband announced his book asg Presuming
Ra ‘J s guilt und then sayine that made the writing easier, That makes her an
authority? 4 quotable sowrce for 4h hp Post? Or uublz.shable as an authority?
Dick Billings lnew ne :Ero*x vhen he was at {,J"L Ye did not sooalc to nme
about the King assassi nat on although I had D(.e:l fayts inves tigator and rote
the first book oam on it, he and }/\lu commﬁ,ee began witl the pre.concpbtlon
of Rey's guilt and never JOUI’PC at anything else, Until the FLBJ. palmel%f/ Byers
of £ on them, fou might be interested in what the Y%, Louis Post Dispatch morgue
has on that iine gentleman and what his situation was at the time he gulled
the “ouse sssassins.,
Lou publish what + descfibe as lies. L ofrered, with no demand oy any
ldnd, to address what you publisi ed. That you pub]isl@d lies is not of ine
terdst t2 you or to the {"tf,:,t? Un that ofime in particular? And a1l you are
now interested in is what thé Post did not demand of the FBI, a solution to the
crime by anyone other than ’Lay?
If you and the Post regard cﬁlis as journalism, I do.not,

| Smaerely 3

! e?%/(//@%/

,,,,,,,lla;.old.,_.. Weisbery
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